on the part of some Fathers and that we are all exposed to err in that regard."9 Three years later and a year before Serra's death, Governor Pedro Fages, an old antagonist of Father Serra, complained that all missionaries were guilty of excessive severity toward their neophytes. At Mission San Carlos, Serra's headquarters, the governor charged that Indian labor was forced, and the unwilling were put in irons. 10 The California missions persisted another fifty years after Serra's death, and charges of missionary mistreatment of Indians continued to surface. Following secularization, decreed by Mexico in 1834, the missions fell into decay and ruin, only to be revived under American and Protestant impetus beginning late in the nineteenth century.
Official permission from Rome to initiate Serra's case for canonization came in 1934, 150 years after his death in 1784. To begin the inquiry, the bishop of the Monterey-Fresno diocese, in which Serra's remains lay buried, appointed the Historical Commission. Besides Bolton, professor of Hispanic history at the University of California, Berkeley, it consisted of Monsignor James E. Culleton, chancellor of the diocese, and the archivist and historian of Mission Santa Barbara, Father Maynard Geiger.
As a practical matter, only Father Geiger had the time to do the field research in archives and collections in California, Mexico, and Spain. Original documents had to be collected then filmed or copied by some other photostatic process, collated, and certified. The copies had to be brought back to California, where the other members of the commission certified them also. Father Geiger, or his assistant, had to make four copies of each document, one for the Sacred Congregation for the Causes of Saints, which would study the material to make a recomnmendation to the pope whether to continue the canonization process, and the remaining copies for the records of the Santa Barbara Mission Archive, the Monterey-Fresno diocesan archive, and the records of the Franciscan curia in Rome."I Bolton's archival work since 1900 meant that he had collected (and later deposited in the Bancroft Library), literally thousands of Spanish documents, many of them pertinent to the Franciscans in California. Bolton had written positively of Serra. In 1921, while comparing the complaints made against the missions to their overall success, Bolton concluded that, "all in all, indeed, Serra was the outstanding Spanish pioneer of California."'6 Five years later, Bolton translated, edited, and published the first history of California, which had been written by Serra's student and long-time companion, Father Francisco Pal'u.'7 Bolton's praise of Father Palou proved significant because the Franciscan had also written the first biography of Serra, the basis for all subsequent study of Serra ' When approached to testify, Bolton described himself as "deeply flattered ... to serve on the committee for examining the Serra documents" and promised to "do my best to justify my appointment."'9 But Bolton, always busy with other projects, proved irregular in answering requests. Geiger had to remind him repeatedly to send copies of promised materials.20 And, while scholars compiled the documentary base from which to reconstruct Serra's personal and public life, the California mission controversy took a new turn, informed by methodologies developed in a discipline not anticipated by Bolton.
BOLTON'S IMPORTANCE TO THE COMMISSION LAY IN HIS EXTENSIVE
THE FIRST WORLD WAR HAD PROMPTED MEDICAL STUDY of human response to various forms of physical deprivation. Physiologist Sherburne F. Cook of the University of California, Berkeley, applied those studies to the California mission Indian population in a series of investigations published in Ibero Americana during World War 11.21 Cook's work, followed by Germany's defeat and the subsequent revelation of the Nazi annihilation of six million Jews, combined to make the California Indian,Junipero Serra, and the missions the focus of intensified debate. All of these developments coincided with the advancement of Serra's canonization.
In his most important study, "The Indian versus the Spanish Mission,"22 Cook proposed to examine the mission from the standpoint of the physical effect it had on the Indian, to treat the subject as a "study in human ecology." Data seemed sufficient, especially from the voluminous documents originally transcribed by American historian Hubert Howe Bancroft and his assistants, to permit application of statistical methods. Taking the decline of the neophyte population as his departure point, Cook sought to quantify and explain it within the context of Indian adjustment to Spanish settlement: "From the available data we find that from 1779 to 1833 there were 29,100 births and 62,600 deaths. The excess of deaths over births was then 33,500, indicating an extremely rapid population decline."23 That decline occurred primarily because of the introduction of European diseases into a defenseless population. It was an unintended consequence of colonization. Epidemics such as measles or flu spread more quickly because of the living arrangements at the missions that aggregated the aboriginal population. Spanish soldiers introduced syphilis, debilitating a population further weakened by an altered diet.24 One of the ways Indians responded was by running away. Throughout the mission system, a fugitive rate of 10 percent prevailed, with the highest rate, 15.6 percent, recorded at San Carlos, the mission most closely ' Cook discerned the use of compulsory conversion emerging after 1790, after Serra's death, in a pattern that persisted and grew. Invitations and moral suasion gave way to forays to the interior to bring back runaways and to recruit by force the unconverted.26 While Cook described labor at the missions as mild, he also found it forced. It was not slavery, but it was certainly labor mandatory for the survival of the mission.27 The chief means of enforcing discipline was corporal punishment-flogging-a practice employed "in the eighteenth century among all white civilizations, particularly when used upon so-called inferior races."28 Cook acknowledged that the critical issue in the question of punishment was whether it was severe by the standards of the day. Citing Father Fermln Lasuen's reply to charges initiated by another priest, Cook noted that the second Father President considered twenty-five lashes to be the upper limit for an offense. But other observers recorded instances of greater numbers of lashes administered at the missions. In these accounts, and in the tendency of mission superiors like Lasuen to censure priests for excessive flogging, Cook found a cumulative weakness in California's mission history:
Had the clergy really been lenient, had punishment really been mild, fair, andjust, the issue could never have been raised. The fact that the prefect gave ground, that he undertook to mitigate or even abolish corporal punishment, indicates an attempt to correct a situation which, in his writings at least, he admits was abhorent to him, and this action establishes as basically justified (even after being trimmed of exaggeration) the charge of severe and unwarranted punitive discipline.29
Cook ended his comprehensive scholarly inquiry into Indian adjustment to the mission with a gratuitous comment about Roman Catholicism appealing to "primitive emotions,"30 a remark that later engendered resentment against his entire work. While Cook had not singled out Serra for criticism, the implications were plain:-as founder of the mission system, Serra bore responsibility for what had occurred. In Cook's words, the Indian had been subjected to "severe and unwarranted punitive discipline." Indians did not use corporal punishment on each other.66 The Spanish historical record established that corporal punishment was routinely used against the Indians; Serra used it, if not himself then through proxy; and complaint of excess on both sides of the frontier of Franciscan-Indian contact had been documented. The historians participating in The Serra Report did not present this material.
The sweeping agenda of The Serra Report in its response to criticism may have hurried the respondents into some incautious comments. When queried as to why the criticism of Father Serra was emerging now, Miranda and Kelsey attributed it to anti-Catholic, anti-mission bias. Engstrand had a different idea:
I don't think that the Indians themselves would have ever come up with any of this if it hadn't been for a few people that encouraged them.
Outside people? You know, some amateur anthropologists and archaeologists, people from the '60s who want a cause ... Since the Serra cause is receiving a lot of publicity, they think it is a good one to beat the drums about.67
In defending Father Serra, these historians, excepting Mathes, who ignored the subject, resorted to historical stereotypes of pre-contact aboriginal culture to exalt Serra's accomplishment. Among the litany, but not encompassing all, and in no particular order: When Bishop Shubsda turned to professional historians in 1986, their performance proved discouraging. Not only was Cook's analysis disregarded but so also were Serra's own words, the growing body of evidence from Indians, and the insights available from anthropology, all of which would have contributed to a balanced view of the past. Why were professional standards again suspended? One might understand a seventy-nine-year-old man succumbing to romantic rhetoric, much of it his own, but how are we to explain the failure of a group of five younger scholars, male and female, to present two sides of a story?
Tensions in the controversy presented here suggest two major difficulties in trying to use history in the service of religion: advocacy and presentism. Advocacy represents the suspension of the quest for objectivity in favor of a search for supporting material. In the case of sainthood, the operational hypothesis is not "What did the candidate do?" but rather "What did the candidate do that demonstrates proof of a holy (by Euro-American Christian standards) life?" The questions are fundamentally different: the first is speculative and historical, the second, which presupposes the conclusion, is utilitarian and pragmatic. The purpose of assembling a historical record for a potential saint is to generate, among other products, a life of the individual that stresses the candidate's heroic virtues. This written product is hagiography. When serving a religious institution, the historian risks sacrificing a dispassionate reconstruction of the past in favor of justifying a foreordained conclusion. Disregarding Cook's assessment that mission punishment of Indians constituted "severe and unwarranted punitive discipline" for the time suggests that a more difficult challenge than mere advocacy faces the historian. Here, the historical record is being manipulated, probably in an unconscious way, by a variation of the fallacy of presentism. Since historical writing is the act of reflecting on the past in the present, there is danger that the present can distort the historian's perspective. Because we now know how events turned out, it becomes imperative to maintain a sense of historical time lest the present moment be portrayed as inevitable and all sense of historical contingency be lost. In the quest for sainthood, an idealized past is sought in the present to be used as the basis for guiding the future.
When religious advocates of the Serra cause ask us to judge Junlpero Serra by eighteenth-century standards, not twentieth, they strike a resonant note with historians.8' But their request is simultaneously disingenuous, given their purpose, which is canonization. Sainthood requires that Serra's experiences, especially those with the California Indian, transcend time and place. Sainthood means that his is 80 a universal example for all Catholics to follow.82 Phrased another way, if Serra is canonized, the eighteenth century would judge the twentieth and all the centuries to come. And Serra's example would at best be ambiguous. Father Guest has demonstrated that Serra's undeniable love of the Indians found missionary expression in activities that would not be pursued today. The process of immediate physical immersion in a mission has been abandoned in favor of the slow process of getting to know the subject for conversion and developing a basis for cultural rapport.83 But, if Serra's hagiography ignores the controversy over Indian punishment, and if his missiology is today set aside,84 what then would Serra exemplify? Concern for the unfortunate? If so, it was concern administered with corporal punishment judged excessive at the time by both the Spanish and the Indians. Are we to believe that Serra's concern, though expressed in a manner physically damaging to Native Americans, is nevertheless to be universally exemplary because his intention was to save immortal souls? Cannot the Indian interpretation also be applied 
